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Lesson No: 24
                    Date: 3rd August 2010 
It is very important to pay attention when you are listening to the teachings. When you listen with a focussed mind, you will definitely get something. Try your best.
Before every class, we recite prayers such as the Praise to Shakyamuni Buddha and so forth. After that, we spend a few minutes in silent meditation before we commence the class. Simply doing these activities  brings about immeasurable benefits. 
As I have mentioned before, you are very fortunate just to have this opportunity to hear teachings on emptiness. On top of that, when you are able to reflect on the meaning of what you have heard, that makes you even more fortunate. On top of that, when you can meditate on it, that is even more fortunate still. On the basis of hearing and then doing some reflection on the topic combined with the reading of the text, when you do get some understanding of the topic, that makes you very, very  fortunate indeed.  
Geshe-la:  Why did I get the interest to study?  I had some interest to study. 
When I was 12 to 18 years old, I had no interest to study. I went to all the classes not because of my interest but because of my teacher. Due to discipline, I had to go. What I learnt, I can’t really say. 
I went to Sera at the age of 18 years old. Of course then, I had to go to class. Whenever I read the text, I didn’t understand even one sentence of what the text was saying. Most of my classmates looked like they understood but I didn’t understand. Of course, (at that time), I had just entered Sera monastery. 
I couldn’t debate when I went for debate. They could debate so well, they could talk and they could answer with so much interest but for me, I didn’t understand a single thing. After three to four months, I got discouraged but I always had some wish to know the topic. I had this kind of feeling: “How can others know and I don’t know?” I always wanted to know what the book is saying. That is my feeling. That is why I push myself to study because whenever I read the book, I didn’t understand. 
When the teachers explained (the text), they could explain very well but when I read, I didn’t understand. Sometimes, when the teacher taught, it was so inspiring and I wanted to become like them, knowing the topic (so well). That pushed me along my way. 
After I knew a little bit, a few sentences or some pages, I had more interest. When I could debate a little bit, the interest grew. Whenever I read, there were so many things to understand. Somehow, that pushed me continually to study. There was some kind of mind that wanted to know (more). 
Here, it is the same thing. When you read the book, you have an interest in the topic, emptiness. When you read one or two pages, see whether you are able to explain them or not. If you are not able to do so, then you have to listen and read (again). Like that. 
When someone asks you: “Can you explain this page?”  see whether you can explain or not. When you have this responsibility, then you can learn a little bit there. When you don’t have this responsibility, you just sit there and listen, yes, I believe there will be many imprints but, in reality, how much do you know? You are doing this for future lives, that is OK. But how much do you know in this life? 
You need to think about that. When you take the responsibility, you can learn something. My point is everyone should take some responsibility to study. Maybe some may not because everyone cannot be the same. Some can study, some cannot study, some are busy and some are not busy. There are differences but try to take some responsibility. 
The idea of having the Basic Program is (so that one will be) able to teach others after one completes the Basic Program. We need more teachers. If we have ten teachers, then we can teach. Each person can teach twenty to thirty people. You can help like that. 
So when you come for the Basic Program, you must take some responsibility: “When I have completed the Basic Program, I should be able to explain all the topics.” That will push you to study. Otherwise, you will not really put in the effort to study.
It is very important that everyone be responsible for him/herself and try his/her  best. On the individual level, just have to try hard and if you can, push yourself. Otherwise, it will be difficult. 
I don’t know how much benefit there is in what I just said. Of course, we will experience difficulties in dealing with this subject. The text is difficult and the words themselves are challenging. When I read the text myself, I also encounter some difficulties. All of us experience difficulties. 
***************

I will now summarise what we have covered so far.  You don’t have to read the text now. All you have to do is to focus on what is being said. As I mentioned in the last class, from your side, it is very important that you try your very best to focus and pay attention to what is being said. 
In order to be able to identify the object of negation (true existence), we first have to understand well how all phenomena exist through being posited by the force of conceptuality, through being posited (labelled, designated) by the mind. This is crucial. Once we understand that, then we will be able to get a good grasp of the conceived object of the apprehension of true existence.  

Let’s take an example of a person. We can reflect on the verse from Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland:
A being is not earth, not water, 

Not fire, not wind, not space, 

Not consciousness and not all of them. 

What person is there other than these? (Pg. 59 of the root text)
We can understand how the person exists by using this quotation:

· The person (“I,” the self) exists but it is not findable under further analysis. 
· The “I” cannot be found yet we know the “I” exists. 
· Therefore if it exists and cannot be found under analysis, it has to exist as something that is merely imputed by the mind. 
· There is no other way of existing. 
We need to gain this very important understanding. 
How does the “I” appear to us? The appearance of the self or the person is dependent on the aggregates. By depending on the aggregates, we have the appearance of the person. By depending on the aggregates, immediately, without any kind of thinking or logic, naturally the thought of “I” arises. This innate apprehension of the “I” arises without depending on any reason. Through the appearance of the aggregates, we have this appearance of the “I” with the feeling, “I.” This feeling comes innately i.e. without depending on any reason. Because the aggregates appear, immediately the thought apprehending “I” arises. 
Perhaps we can use this to substantiate the point that the “I” is imputed by the force of conceptuality.  It is important that we first get a very good understanding of what it means when we say something exist imputed by thought/ imputed by the force of conceptuality/ designated by conceptuality/ labelled by the mind. During discussions, we can discuss  what it means when something is imputed by the mind or when it is not imputed by the mind eg. does an object exist before it is imputed by the consciousness? In our system, there is no fault in asserting that. 
In the three lower tenets, they are able to posit that the result arises from the cause. By depending on the cause, there is a result. But the lower tenets are not able to posit the other way round - how the fact that something which is the cause is also dependent on its result. 
In our system, the highest school, besides the result depending on its  cause, we are also able to posit that something which is a cause is also dependent on its result, i.e., we are able to posit the relationship between cause and effect both ways. At the time of the cause, the result does not yet exist. At the time of the result, the cause does not exist but nevertheless we are able to posit a relationship of dependency between the cause and effect. 
We say that things and events exist through being posited by the force of conceptuality. Sometimes, there is this analysis of what is conceptuality. Is it the conceptual or non-conceptual consciousness? What about the Buddha’s consciousness? Or does it only refer to the consciousnesses of ordinary sentient beings? Sometimes when analysis is not done correctly, it can be a bit excessive in the sense that one tries to find something at the end of the day, as if something can be found but that is not necessarily so. (This is an answer to one of the discussion questions, i.e., provided you have been participating in the discussions). 
The first step then is to understand what it means when we say things and events are posited by the mind or by the force of conceptuality especially as it relates to the self or person. The self or person we are talking about here is not someone else but rather ourselves, i.e., the person in our own continuum. We need to see how we as the person exists through being labelled by mind. 
Although in reality the “I” exists as something merely imputed by the mind, we have to analyse how the “I” appears to us. We should generate the determination to discover for ourselves how the “I” appears to us. We need to see how the “I” appears back to our minds, particularly at those times when emotions, such as anger, desire or fear are manifesting strongly.  At those times, we should check how the “I” appears to us. 
When we do this, sometimes we have the feeling that this “I” is outside of this body and mind and, at other times, we have the feeling that this “I” is somewhere inside the body, in the middle of the chest or in the head or covering the entire body. There is the feeling that the body is the “I.” When we check up, we may get these various appearances of the “I.”  All these examples of the appearance of the “I” are not to be understood as having recognised the object of negation. These different appearances of the “I” are not the innate apprehension of self.
How does the “I” appear to the innate apprehension of “I” ? That “I” appears as not merely labelled by the mind but rather, it appears as something established under its own power, i.e., able to stand on its own two feet. That is the “I” that appears to the innate apprehension of “I.” 
It is challenging and difficult for us to recognise, from our own experience, the appearance of the self-instituted / inherently existent “I” which is the object of negation. It is difficult but this is what we need to recognise from our own experience first. 
It is something that exists and occurs naturally in the minds of everyone in samsara – that feeling and belief in the appearance of an “I” that is so real, that is able to stand on its own two feet and who is completely independent of anything else, i.e., it does not depend on anything. That feeling of “I” arises naturally in everyone in  samsara and therefore, it is called the innate apprehension of “I.” It is an innate grasping,  apprehending this “I.” This innate apprehension of the “I” is the foundation of our samsara which causes us to revolve in cyclic existence.  If we are unable to eliminate this innate apprehension of “I,” then our samsara will be endless. It is impossible to achieve liberation from samsara without eliminating this innate apprehension of “I.” 
This innate apprehension of “I” is a wrong consciousness, i.e., an erroneous mind. In order to overcome this wrong consciousness, we have to generate a mind that realises that the “I” which we believe to exist through our innate apprehension does not exist in reality whatsoever. In order to overcome the root of samsara, we have to generate a mind that realises that the conceived object of this wrong consciousness does not exist whatsoever. We then have to familiarise ourselves with that realisation. We can then eliminate this innate apprehension with that familiarisation. 
Before we can thoroughly familiarise ourselves with the meaning of emptiness, we first have to generate the valid cognition that realises that the conceived object of the innate apprehension of “I” does not exist by  realising the “I” does not exist in the way it appears to the mind. In order to generate this valid cognition, we first have to apply correct logic and reasoning. The way to negate this inherently existent “I,” i.e., to realise that it does not exist in the way it appears, is to generate within our own minds the correct reasons. 
There are many reasons that can be used to help us negate and overcome the misconception of “I.” For example, the subject “I” is not truly existent because it is not established as inherently one or inherently many, i.e., the “I” is not truly one or truly many. You are trying to realise that it is not truly existent. Then you apply the reasoning: “Because it is not truly one or truly many.” 
As mentioned in the previous lessons, first we have to ascertain the pervasion. What does that mean? If the “I” truly exists, it has to exist as either truly one or truly many. There is no other third possibility of how it can exist, if it exists. 
In order to understand that, we first have to understand that every single thing that exists, if they exist, they are either one or different. Every single thing that exists, when they appear to the mind, they appear as either  one or different. There is no way that a phenomenon can appear to the mind to be both at the same time.
The purpose of this analysis is to relate it back to the object of negation that we are trying to analyse, i.e., the innate thought apprehending “I.” If the “I” who appears to this thought exists, it can only do so in two ways: it has to be one with the aggregates or different from the aggregates. There is no other possibility, if it exists. You must have the confidence and certainty in your heart that if it exists, it is either one with the aggregates or different from the aggregates. Otherwise, it doesn’t exist. That is the ascertainment we are trying to achieve here. 
You can’t simply read the conclusion in the beginning that it definitely doesn’t exist because it is not this and not that. You have to see it for yourself. While engaging in that analysis, we must never forget the appearance of that truly existent “I” in our minds, which is the object of negation. We have identified how it appears so real. Without forgetting that, we then start our analysis and investigate in great detail to see whether the “I” exists or not. 
First, we check: Does it exist one with the aggregates? If the inherently existent real “I” is one with the aggregates, are there any fallacies? Yes, there are: 
· If the inherently existent “I” is one with the aggregates. it will become indistinguishable from the aggregates. If that is the case, then we will not be able to posit conventions and terms such as the “I” who takes up the aggregates and the aggregates are that which are taken up by the “I.” In technical terms, the appropriated are the aggregates and the appropriator is the person. If the “I” is inherently one with the aggregates, we cannot talk about the taker and the taken. 
· Furthermore if the “I” is inherently one with the aggregates, as there are many aggregates, it absurdly follows that there will be many “Is”. Conversely, just as there is only one “I,” it absurdly follows that there will  be only one aggregate instead of five aggregates. 
By applying such logic and reasoning, we have to generate in our own minds this conviction that it is impossible for the “I”  to be one with the aggregates. That is the third essential. 
Qualms may still arise in our minds. If it is definitely not one (with the aggregates), is the “I” different from the aggregates? That is the next thing we have to discover for ourselves: That the “I” is not inherently different from the aggregates. 
Again, before we engage in this analysis, we have to bring to mind the vivid appearance of the real “I,” i.e., how the real “I” appears to the mind. When we think about whether the “I” is inherently different from the aggregates, again, something can’t be right if it is so. Why? This is because if the “I” is inherently different from the aggregates, that means the “I” and aggregates will have no relationship (with one another) whatsoever. They will be completely different, like the difference between a horse and cow, a pillar and vase.  
What is the problem with that? The problem is that, in reality, before we can apprehend the “I,” we must first apprehend the aggregates. Without apprehending the aggregates, we cannot apprehend the “I.” For example, when we have a headache or when our leg is painful, we will say, “I am sick” or “I am feeling miserable.” When our eyes see something, we say, “I saw it.” If there is no relationship (between the two), it will be impossible for us to say such things. By thinking along these lines, we come to the ascertainment that the “I” cannot be inherently different from the aggregates. 
By using these different reasons, first we ascertain that the “I” is not one with the aggregates and then we ascertain that the “I” is not inherently different from the aggregates. 
If the “I” is not inherently one with and is not inherently different from the aggregates, then, at this time, you bring back to mind what you have ascertained earlier, the second essential of ascertaining the pervasion, i.e., if something exists it has to be either one or different. We then arrive at the conclusion that the truly existent “I” does not exist. We have this firm conviction by remembering the second essential. 
The process of this analysis is to determine whether the “I” is inherently one or inherently different.  We have discovered that it is neither inherently one nor inherently different. We then come to the conclusion that the inherently existent “I,” the “I” who appears to the innate apprehension thinking “I,”  the “I” who appears to our mind, does not exist whatsoever. Once we have arrived at that conclusion, that is when we can say we have realised emptiness. 
Let’s say you left something - a very expensive bag - in someone’s house and suddenly you remember that you left your bag there. It appears so clearly to your mind that your bag is on top of the table. You have this vivid appearance of your bag. In terms of recognising the “I” who does not exist and is to be refuted, that is how it should appear to the mind, very clearly and vividly.
Obviously, you want to go and retrieve your expensive bag. You go to the house to search for your bag but when it cannot be found after you  searched everywhere, only then do you realise that it is actually not there. 
Likewise, with respect to emptiness, on the basis of having a very clear recognition of the object of refutation, the “I” that appears to the ignorant mind,  by depending on the valid cognitions ascertaining the three essential points – (1) ascertaining the pervasion, (2) ascertaining the “I” is not inherently one with the aggregates and (3) ascertaining the “I” is not inherently different from the aggregates -  in the end, you become very sure, you have this conviction that that “I” who appears so real to the mind does not exist. That ascertainment is what we call the realization of emptiness.

Therefore, your first realisation of emptiness happens in dependence on the correct sign and reasoning. The mind that realises emptiness, for the first time, has to be an inferential cognition. 
What I said today has already been covered in the previous lessons. This is just a summary. Perhaps it may be helpful to your understanding of this topic.
The whole exercise is about realising that the “I” who appears to our  ignorance – the “I” whom we believe to be real - does not exist whatsoever. 
The first essential point is to correctly identify from our own experience what is to be refuted, the object of negation, the truly existent “I.” On the basis of that experience, we try to find out whether the “I” who appears so real to us exists or not.  This is an extremely important point. In general, it is not so straight forward and simple as saying that the person is not earth, not fire  and so forth.  
Although we don’t like suffering and we say we don’t want samsara, but until we get rid of the root of samsara, ignorance, the innate apprehension of “I,” whether we like it or not, suffering will come. We will continue to go round and round in cyclic existence. We have no choice. 
The only way to stop suffering and samsara is to eliminate this ignorance, the innate apprehension of the “I.” In order to do this, we realise that this “I” who appears so real to this ignorance does not exist whatsoever. We need to bring our familiarisation with this understanding to the highest level. 
But even before such familiarisation can take place, we must first realise that the inherently existent “I” does not exist. In order to realise this for the first time, we have to apply many reasons. That realisation basically comes about through reasoning. 
We understand, through this process, what is the root of samsara and how to overcome it, with all our problems. We see for ourselves the extreme importance of realising emptiness. Once we see that, then naturally we see how important it is to learn, study, analyse and to think about emptiness and we will have the strong determination and interest in wanting to learn and study. 
In general this topic, emptiness, is challenging but the process of realising emptiness that I mentioned is the intent of this scripture.
Question: Before an object is labelled by the mind, how does it exist? In what way does it exist if it has not been imputed by a mind?
Answer: In our system, everything that exists is necessarily imputed by the mind. That is our thesis. Is there something that exists that is not imputed by the mind? The answer has to be no. 
Question: If there is something that is not yet labelled by a mind, how does it exist according to the Prasangikas? 

Geshe-la: This takes time. Maybe next year. You can think about it.
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